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ABSTRACT 

The most formidable obstacle to designing and 
implementing a workable plan for differentiating the compensation of 
administrators and supervisors is an inadequate evaluation process. 
This speech discusses the need for evaluation, examines how 
widespread are differentiated pay plans for administrative and 
supervisory personnel, suggests some evaluation models, and discusses 
the strengths and weaknesses of each, (JF) 
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Introd\tcti^ 

Th0 fao3t formlddbla obstaol^i to dosignlnf; and implenanting a workable plan for different 
tiatlns the compematlon of ddministrators end aupdnrlsora la an Inadequata evelustion procoa«« 
Moro niurit pey pldns have failed because of this def leleney than any other alnrfle factor* 
Xetf the search for l>otter evaluation procedures i^oea on. The elamor mounts for ab^mdonment 
of traditlonali lock->3tep 8alax*y achedules for adminlatrators and aupervleora* Preasttre.^ 
iuoreaeos to make pay and productivity more oc^plemontary* The to a workable plan for 
holding m&nae;<irial pc^reonRol more preoiisely acecuntable for good performance and paylrg them , 
aeoordingly Ilea in finding a better way to evaluate that perforaance« 

The thrust of this presentation and the eoTrnentaries of my colli a?;aes will be to probe the 
dinensiona of this problem^ But^ we must do more than probe* Defining a dllenna Is not er ourrhi 
Ve nust propose sone solutions* While we may not agree in our solutions, we hope we may be 
able to stimul&te your thinking and eneourage you to react during the discussion period thot ;i 
will follow* 

VHiv evaluate at^all? With evaluation's poor track record^ why evaluate at ell? The reasone ; 
ere varied* It's uncomfortable and embarrassing to adniit that no foraallsed procedures sre 
used to esse&e the effectiveness of the work of principA^^, directorsy supervisors t acsist&nt ;: 
euperintendentSy and others doing ddminiatrativo and supervisoxy work« SOf to avoid the 
Implicaticn of executive dereliction^ managerial personnel are evaluated one way or another«» : i 

Manegement by objectives (MBO), gradually gaining ground as a pronising management aystem^ 



obviously requires an evaluation oorapcnetit. 
erraluation procedures* 



KBOy thus I is a catalytic agent to induce bettet^l 



?roi?raffl, planninPi budgeting systems (PPBS) likewise make evaluation a necessary step in thfl 
euocessfiil operation of that system of management* Techniques uaed in PPiJS have carry-over 
irelae in the assessmei^t of educational management wactltionera* 

' .■- -r-M 

jvaluative data are needed to Improve the quality of many management decisions* Xnrprmatlc|i| 
^^eiping to determine the direction and substance of leadership development programs tfay be ' I 
Sobtained from assessment of leadership porfoncance* Evaluative data ere useful in makinfr 
gnHmu>tions* They are necessary In natdnff reeomaendationa and in the deploj^ment of adfiihistrii^: 
^^CM and supervlsoro into positions more nearly matching their aesete end liabilities^;^ 

Obrioual^i the purpose fbr \fhleh this prograa was ^dlanned^ l«e*» relating eiraluetivt delt' 
; and an Increasingly critical nced» 



B«f orf Mfiunlnlnp pessibla ways to dtsl^ a plan to tla ovalaatlon and pajr moftn oloaaly to« 
gathert It la veil to conaidar aoma of tha poaalbla incompatibllitiaa batvaon tha tvo« 

Evaluniion for devolonnftnt nnd^pay aThera ara aoma eatttiona to eofialdar In ualnp avalua« 
tion both for dovolopn;ent and pay purposoa In a alnpla onaratlon* In faot^ oonfllota oan 
oocur ao that neither objeotlva la fully and aatlafaetorlly aooompllahad« 

In a development pro-am | evaluation la primarily a tool uaad to Improve tha parfornanea of 
tha Individual* Needn r.ra dlii^osed eooperatlvely by practitioner and auparvlaor, a plan 
of Improvement la agrc^od upon^ efforts are expended for Ita attalnnent| end results are 
aaaeased* The airiount of Improvement may be mlnlrnal, moderate i or maximum« The ob.^eetlve, 
however is to prcniote professional f^rrovth* If results fall belovr expeotatlonsy ob.lectlves 
ara changed ox modifiedi additional efforta are expended^ and re^assessroenta are made« At« 
tachlng a dollar value to the ren^jlts of evaluation^ In th? context of development ^ may put 
pressure upon the individual to such a decree that motivation for linprovenient may be sharply 
leasencc\t Ixi fact, eniciuty about a raise In pay may over«ride every other aapeot of the total 
proceaa^ so thot neither improved performance nor an Increase in compensation result • Thusi 
one caution In to rccop^nisa that the dosire to Improve can be n'^utrall:&ed by apprehension 
that an inorc .as In pay may be put In Jeopardy by the evaluation procesa Itselft 

A second caution is that traditional rating procedures ere often very Imprecise and unrali«» 
able measures to doternine relative levels of ocmpensatlon» It may be relatively easy to idcn« 
tlfy and rate the best and poorest practitioners* It'a difficult, hoifevert to asneso acurately 
the comporative parfornance of the middle fifty percent of the f^roup* Performanoe criteria 
may be unclear* Biases of tho evaluator often weigh as much or more than the aotual psrfor« 
mance of the individualt Too much puess work and over-reliance upon evaluator opinion con- 

tnmlnate the accuracy of the asfiossment. Insufficient perfomtance data alBO reduce Its relia^ 
blllty^ 

A third caution la that, under the most favorable conditional evaluation tenda to produce 
tenoions brtwcau evaluator end praoiitlon^r. Individuals y facing the prosp<!tots of evaluation^ 
may reflect varying degrees of apprehension, up«ti?^htness, feari and sometlmefl hostility* 
A recent article in Iho Harvard Lasiness Bevicv outlines seme of the mlnnled reactions which 
evaluation can produce » One of these repctlons is related to the reward/punlphmcnt aspect 
In the traditionol evaluation process* Praise, extravagantly piven, esj>ecially If it Is more 
eoBmetio thrn substantive, may be intended as a reward. Praise superficially extended, hc^- 
ever, Is a temporary reward at best. If> on the other hand, praise Is plvf^n sincerely «nd if 
It is re-inCcrccd with injldonta of work well done, it can be • and usually is - a ^enulna wo 
vator. In that sense, it is usually a contributor to improvori performance and preater effective 
neas* 

Praise must be csed prudently^ h04ever« It can be mistaken as Implyini? thinf;8 not Inte^nded, 
a«g«, a poas^ible advancement, a raise in pay^ or acme other type of extrinaio reward* 

¥he opposite of praise la orltleism* Fault«findlnp?, over-atreaalni^ defioieneiea, and down-- 
grading an individual's pcrfomDnco often are oonaldered by the recipient ea belni? manifested 
tlons of punishment • 

Evaluation should not be conducted in either extreme^ i*e«f aa reward or puniahment^ Both 
research and experience dictate otherwise* 

Another caution has to do with reactive behavior* One of the Inherent problema in makini? 
evaluative judgments is that aasessments are uaually over-laden with absolutes • Mfny evalua« 
tlcn forma require Inbelinpr of the Individual as beinp outstandlnf?, above average, below ever#(|ii 
unsatisractory, etc« These ara threatening labels* They leave little leeway for intan^bl^ 
and Imprecise faetora which ara abundantly inherent In all performanoe • 

iThen ^valuators *lay it on tha llne,*^ practitioners usually react defenaively« They see 
ilralttation as being e^onethlni? done to rather than w^tft them« This la a sienif leant difference 

ERIC , ,;J 
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Tht point in eiilng thoat eautlona ia not to genarato o aonna of dafoat boforo barlnnin^ 
tha taak of daal^ing en avaluation proeaaa vhioh najr promote i^ator produotltlty and eomtnan* 
aurata ooapanaation* Inataad, the purpoaa ia to atraso tha noad to undaratand that dalioata 
balanoaa aust ba naintainod in paraulnf? bo^h objeotlvao* 

Incidence of different* ftte<^ rnv t>l^ns> Ron vidaapraod aro diffarontiatad pay plana for 
adminlatratlvQ and suporviDory peraonnel? This ia not an aaay quaation to anavar« It ia 
eomplioated by Inability to datarmine praoiaaly hov managemant daoiaiona aro made with ra« 
forenca to granting diff ercntiala in poy to adminiatratiTa and auparvlaory poraonnal^ Upi* 
to«4ata data ara not recdlly accasalbla« 

Throe yaara tifnop Educational Reaaarch Serrica publiahed a report vhlch indioatad the 
^purposed of oveluationn" of administrative and cuparviaory peraonnel* The number of ayatema 
uaing evaluation to fix pay waa small, as tha following data ahotf« 

Table I 
fiirpo sas of Evaluaticna 
PmT>og» ~ Noa of Svatona Peyeent of Bvfltfig 

Identify aresa needing inprovement 

Aasocs present perf ornanco in aoeordanca with preaorlbed 

atnndorda 
Establish evidenoe for dismiaaal 
Help ovaluatf^e aatabliah relevant performaneo goala 
Have records to dotomine qualif ic*<: blcns for promotion 
Oeternine qualifications for permanent atatua 
Detcndne qualifications for salary incx^enenta (regular) 
Comply with board policy 
Dotennino qualifications for merit pay 
Comply with state la\;/regulation 
Point out strensths 

Tvelve school systems out of 382} or only 3 percent^ are so nueh in tha ninoritir, among 
those surveyed) that it is curious thr.t so fev/ use evaluation as one of tha neans for fixing; 
aalffries of leadership peraonnQl* Tliis app^ored to be the situation in 1971« Pcrhona the 
picture has changed in i974.» In that connection n recent publication has been issued by 
Educational Research Service , Ino* that provides acao data on salariea of administrative 
and supervisory personnel • 

The ERS Study ia a survey of salariea scheduled for administrative and auperviacry personnel; 
in public aohoolSy 1973-7il» It sheds sons additional li(?ht on the incidence of dif ferantiated i 
pay tlana for leadership personnel* While there is no vay to tell fron the data that evalu- | 
etion ia used to help determine the amounts of ccnpensationy the atudy does ^ve some Indi^ |^ 
cation of the number of school systems which make reference to some form of merit pay« l|| 
Though fre^jcpt&ryi insofar as the concema of cur topio^ the d^ta reveal thatt 

—Approximately one half of all adminiatrative/aupervisozy salary achedules are still tied 
to an index t i«e»9 aoae base reference to acheduloa for taachera« 

^•"Only 55 school districts out of 526 » reported in the study ^ make aqy refersnee to merit 
pay in their salary achedulea* Thia ia about 10 pereent* 
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It votxld thus appear* froa these IneoneluslYe data, that the nurabar and pereant of ayatem 
uaing aoaa form of dlfferentlatad idana for adalnistrators and aupervlaora is gradually i| 
;lnoraasing« 

purppae in reporting these faeta, is to em|diaiia« that aost aehool BTatema are not ttsihfT;^ 
'l^talttatiea^^^M tool to help mako determinationa about aalariea for their adKiniatMitora and;^ 
l;ii^|pi«ora»:v 




So much for preliminary oonnidoratlons. ticAi it irr tlwa to turn to thft main thrust of this 
;»resentotion| na^aclyt to eon^idor vayfl to use evaluation «a n moans of detorminlag different 
tlala in pay for admlniotratcrs end Dupervisors^ 

pvfil uptlo n mqdf^ls > Perhaps the bo«t way to eonaider the faoets of the problem is to eur^pest 
aoae evaluation models and discuss the at:'*cneths and waakneascs of eaoh« 

It ehcald be emphnsized thftt with esch mcilel there la the assumption that one of the out- 
eomos of the evaluation piocest? is the yleldini? of information vhieh will fncilltate the de* 
temiaaticn ox levels of ccrapensation ccnmensurate with effeotivoneaa of perfonaa^ice« 

Model A 



Evnluator 



I'ractitioner 




K^dol A Is a simple ono-on-one arrangewont# Ratin;; la done by tho i-naie^lete | 
superior* i^iirfcrnfinco criteria rany or aay not be veil stnted# A written job da«?cription may 1 
or nay not be used* Tho ov^lustor must ba thorcurhly familiar with the practitioner's work 'inl 
maintain a close worklrif^ relationship with the ovaltiate/5t The flow of ection is vertical^ | 
from the top down. The pr^^ctitioner must clearly understand the performance expoctationa of 8 
the evaluator« 

Stren«y*c*><^ : 
- Lines of responsibility are cloar^ut 
Red tnpe is reriuced to a miniiouni 

• The practitioner is clearly accountablo to one person 

• The line of comaunicatica is direct 

m Is adaptable to verylng types and siseo of systems 
ye,ateieg_sos t 

«p There is a possibility for o high level of rater bias I 

Onl7 one "drumbeat" - fron the top down 
•i If rapport is poor^ the possibilities for tensions are anonious 
m Informality and lack of struoture may be the "achiUes* heel** of the plan 

Q^-rtnwBhip principle is lacking • evaluator is domlnimt ? I 

ERJCI.;,;/ ' 
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LCPil^CJiJil* ^'^^^-^^ ^^^^ mo6cl vork? Can It prciuce feJ'formance dftta^ pufficiont In ano'jnt 
nnd rolii:br.o in cciitrnt to enable laflnof^omcnt to con^ponontd tho practitioner fairly for vror!< 
performed? The nnr^cr in "ycin," if: 
— PrnctitioMor ftnti c-va].untor nro conT:)ntibl« 
-*porfor:naaca f'xp'^ot 2.1 ions pro clearly defined 
— •Kvnlu?.vt,or provide:? f.:nr>lo nuporvision 

—Monitored vor^ornunco dr^'Va aro uacd as feedback to Mablo practitioner to make re-ad jus tnfjents 
in povforrnnco 

— Dolib^rnto fjffort i5 n?'do to keop rater bifts to a mlnitnum 

— Kvfiluntive jud.*iouts nrc rc-lnfcrcod vith rpRcific incidents of perfonnanoa bahevior 
— .y.Valu.'/Loi* ulri\(irj to b? objective nnJ fnir 

•-Procti'-ioner trar^to tii-? evalualor rnd has confidence in hi?? or her into^rity 



Mill .: 



1^1 





- r.vnluator 1 



Pr* - rractitionor 



p£l'r':r:fc\« D in rj.-o £ni ot'i-nplc of nn uriocinpli^'j:' ^^f:/! rro^c^.!^. Th^ only r^ifferonco 

tve-^n it r::1 ''(.-i::! A is U:o ir/^^rcnoent ovalu^'vtort; . While eacli cc^-^rleton rop-irato r«nro.^^.'^- 
m^iita for cbs" pr-' r ciui cr.sr , thy dotted linc^-^, indicfitc th2;t tho tvo v.uy bri in contact viTi or?h 
other to dircv.::--; ext^^jct-^vtionn ^}i■'^y have for thiy. r:d'Tiinirtrntors or ^arrrj^vi nor. It i:- 

cbvlcuf? t-I-.Ttt G vr.-2' • ..c, J 1 .vr.n i: v be ;:.!xc*ic-Ti:;tr In cirC( z'cm avai-.r, tor eyj-rplo^ 4:* '^s- 
thf.t tno rrr-.''"!:.:- l--jc.r.rr is r. r^ririrt-i pn}., i\^r;i\::;trr 1 *::lr'it b'^ rn I'Vr^i^tvnt r/d]:ci'irdcrrAert fcr 
rxlnin-lrtt'i t i^':] rv^'lv^.r-lor 2 t-^; !ir'.?5.t:l.rint >.ay/::rirjtrnrl( nt for int;t j^jcticn, ''hllo th<^y Mr'-'<> 
Ci!]:nrm/0 r-f . i. •:,'^::u'.ut t-, "i iicy :r.ry strnvz oxr-: cvntions in tholr srti^JC o±* &rc•ci^^ll7^nticn♦ 

- 'jLwo jnti ?porv:.:Cjr?t *-:velr icrif^ cr.n provide 0 morr br»lrncoci nrppsr.7>ent 

- tlio ],rocCv^.-: itt cl":T'n-ouv - i«:-nr.b?i c to oflr.y imr;lf:Tcrtnt.icn 

- This r^lfn xr^ J-:Ji*rj.y io bo r^ovc: aciccrtable to tho prcctiticner 

- Thr:i pirn ir ro. rt^Hf- to nost Git\J?^.ticr:C 

- T*.:ad5; to iini^'y *^.=sf:c-^.rnt ' s p'-?rrornfiuce oxpectBtionf; for the pmctitioncr 

- iiep.iiat'C c'Vfslunt 1 c-s c^n be contrndiciory 

• Thn process ir* nl^^c vni-lr^tcrr;! - frctn the top down 
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• OpporluTilty for rater Mf^r. remains hi.^h 

- Pocf:il)ili1y of i-c'rformnncf? criteria bcinf? unclear In hli^h 

- iVc evoluatora mtiy prcduco end put pref.nur© on tho cv&luntoe 

rro^-n onlst Kodo} B han nil of th© ndvontapon of Model A «nd only on© or two dlsadvnntgpea^ 
Ptrhfipr^, an unrosolved c'iffcreice of opi?iicri between the two oval\:fitors will bo the mort roriouf 
difficulty to curnount. If this: r>hould oocur, it in th-^ responsibility of the supf»rlntrnd^?nt- 
or a del( f'.atfjd rcprr:r.'.rritQt iv(?-to rcvif'W Ihn divided opirlcn& of tlio ev^iluators end vinr?.vol 
their diffcrinrt poirts of vifv;, The likelihood la {:tronr that, for the mont P^rt^ ev^luntorr 
will bo in concurrcr^o rnd th'* rvUptirintcnrirnt will ho fcble to dcouT,ent more adequfttf ly roccw- 
mendatiors for stiL" rletcrT^inationK, LXial •jvali nticnn^ thercforo, strePfthen rtither t]i?in 
diwlnifvh rocon.tenu.'itxcn:-^ for snlnry incrcrnonto based upon result of parformcnco an ettersted 
b/ bettor evaluGtive dattt. 

Model C 



Veer l.ev.-.'1 i\;ri- ' c :' i':^V ion 




£eif-(^Vfjl>. ation, i.o,, t...^ jcb c:r.:;i\ ir r- viiv/od, t* ^^tntiV'.-b ob,':cvivC3 nro li'-x-iii ? f 1 r , 
con:'erv,i<i.:i' firo c^::--y J . icU vitl; r cv<?iur> . or, invuL in obt.^lr.cd xrcra the^ r: rior ?^52nc^? f.b.-'octiv 
or© Pri"c.i uvea, j; .1/- .er.ti: i r:i.lc:« i;> c-^rrlcd out with nil thx'jr* r<Ttics i^r'olvf^d^ I'^rultn 
am nor;cr.:5Cc, inclurJrr; 0 seli'-r : * jr.£:'iena by the prrci:'iticncr nvA cul^inalinn confert>nccn 
arc co:rploi:cd with ti\c,h ev#^lur.tcr . 



•T'racti ' icv-r.r c**^in^. r.?irinerr>h'lr. :r».r''tu3 
-Solf-ovnlijnticn bcccr.?r» ^iftnifj ormt 

^ =^ exr.nrioacM err cncour^r - d 

hHjL 
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- Opportunities for two^yn/ eonmunlcation are brof^dened 

- Self-evolunticn may be difficult for inaecure nnd lean able Indlvlc^uola 

• Opportunities for differences of opinions and possible conflict increaaa 

• Tnkes more time 

- Llffuees accountability 

• Requires a level of sophistication thot may or may not exist 

Prognosi^j 1b thn concept of pear level participation a workable one? It is a feasible 
approach to evr?.uatlon ii^ cnc believes thnt ger.uire improvement and dnirjonstrated productivity 
are moat likely to occur when practitioner and evaluator are pursuing couplernentftry obiectives# 
Thir appioach dcr^s modify roles, however. Evaluators become mora then Judges and reters. They 
are oblircd to incr^jaco tholr effort:? in jsupervif.ion, coaching, counsellni^^ end rcvic-vlnp. 
The prrictitlcncr is rcrjulrcd to be r.iore perceptive nnd candid in dia^nosfinfr perfcmfinc;^ ne^ydsi 
take mure re srcnsibility for carryinjj out the program of actioni and to be more objective in 
aonessing pcrr;irnrtnce results. 

Attachin'T dollar valuen to performance mny or may not be more difficult In the intrleaenta* 
tion of Modoi C. It nsod not be hfirdcr, hcuever. If, when objectives era established, the 
parties discuss lavols of coinpcnsation for results attained, it should be no more difficult 
for the two evaluators to roccri;nond aprropriate levels of conpensation than under J'cdels A 
and At lc£:ii^v, they have not only tholr own rerceptiors of the quality lev^^ls of the wacti- 
tioner*8 porfornionce and productivity, they have the added dimensions of the letter's own 
assessments « 

It is inportant to note that under each of these three modelB, the final Judpment to sf^lary 
is the respcrsibility of top nananerricnt based upon the recommend stlons of the cvrlufitors. 
Evaluation produces perrcrmance data* The superintendent, in most instf^nces, makes the finel 
proposal about salary, but is better able to do so because of the information which a rooi 
evaluotlcn progrcni prciduces. ihe board of education can, therefore, be better asrured thnt in 
granting the rccoraendations of the superintendent, the doller increments more nearly relate 
to levels of productivity. 

Model D, the lost, introduces another concept in evaluation; neniely, Inrut frc^i th? cli<pr>t > 
Client- centered evaluation is not, however, widely practiced and where it is, it is rriui^rify 
a voluntary component in the total evaluation prcccos. 

Model D €1 ient*Crnterei FwlujilJot* 
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gomnents . Modal D ndds one more dimension to the evaluation process t nnmely^ an oppor- 
tunity for those whom the practitioner serves (teachers and students) to express their view- 
points about his or her pcrforzsnnco. As has been indicated earlier^ this input usually is 
voluntar>^ - not mandatory. The broken lines t on Model are intended to show this fact. 

Input frou teachers and sttidents is of tvo kinds, Fir^t^ sup^restions of thinps they would 
like to see the practitioner do or not do to imp ove perfonnanee, A principal, for exAmplSt 
mif^ht informally query teachers and students - perhnps on a semplinp^ basis - as to ways leader- 
ship functions might be strengthened, Suf^gectlons mlpht be provided anonymously to encourafe 
eandor. 

The principal could analyze the suniTestlona and match thf»Ti with his or her <ym ideas of 
ways to improve ler>rjera|iip performance, Tontntivf^ objectives mirht thus reflect cli<^nt, as 
veil an, ijelf Inrut, In short, the voices of teachers end students can be very unel'uT ns 
the principal diacnoaos pyrfomnnce needs. 

The seco.id tyiie of client input consists of aKs^nsnents of the principal's perforiiance 

attninnents, /.r:ain, u:;inr^ t<rriplln,!T todhniques, the crincir-^il tSfiy afsk tchchers fln^l studc^nts 

to indicate hov/ uell thoy foal his or hor objectives have been nttaincjil. Obviously, they cnn 

react only to those objoctives about which thoy h*ive some direct Vnovledre - mor-t likely those 

which th'^y i.iontificd, at tha outset, as bein^ arons where they felt improvement should be 

wnde. It should be stressr^J that if client input is used, it should ro directly to rnd not 
aro.r'id tho practitioner, 

Str^n^^ji^s^ 

- Gives a three-dimensional quality to the evaluation process 

- F.ecofrnirscs the i:nport'^nce of the "consumers* viev/points 
Keeps t!ie practili'^ner tsensitive to the neods of those served 

- Yields more coinpreherir^ivo rnrformonce data 

• Red\:.ces the corrosive effects of unofficial, "grape vine" type evaluations 

• 'icnd;3 to be co^iplicattid 

- Tlr.:3-cousurunR 

- Difficult for merrinal?.y effective practitioners 

• "Cliont*^" mny bo reluctnnt to make cnndid suggestions and assessments 

• Also dilutes accountability 

fror mori nj^ It is ef^sior to conceptualize end phlloscrhizft about client-centered evaluation 
than to iimko it opcrrR^ionnl, It is probcbld that it will be fllow to catch on. Only n modest 
number of innovative nc-iool systems are likely to embrace the concept and actually make the 
concept a reality, D^cpite his rossimistic pror;no3is, tl;e imrort?.nca of practitioners rnd 
ovaluators rccorrni^intr the unefulnsssi of idens anrl nu-rgC3tions for lo«dership imrroven^ent is 
self-evident, Thorrj is sono ovid(?nce that tf»?^chor3 nnd Swudcnts are more ficcurote in their 
assessments of it^ridership effectiveness than arc puperordinoto evaluators. If this is trae. 
It would seem lo>:ical to Include client-centered input in tho evaluation process, 

£21.n22iisy£^'^ "-^ d g^yylastl rn. The ultimate objective is to link evaluation and ccnpensation. 
This ir neither diry nor r.pio. In fact, f>c:i:e ranintain • with consid '^rabl© conviction - 
that the two f^rc essentially conflictinr^ functions. Some perceptive personnel manarers, 
both in the prlvntn and piiblic sectors, believe thnt the two processes oufrht to be Vept reason- 
ably discreet entities, iet, our objective is to see how the two may be mode more c.rAnatible 
and conipl<*m9nt ary. In order to do this, tho followinp three propositions, depicted in Dlafrron 
are suftgested; 



REOFERN^ Page 9 



Diagram X 
Comt>onent Ipterrelatlonahlps 

I 




1# S nl gry^ doterrn in ft tl on - bosically a product of nana^arlal Judf^ant, Decisions about 
aalary deter;nination will rest upon .sound predatermined coapensation criteria and adonuatc 
perfomanca data* 

2» Co-ir>ens£tion criter ia. - ncrroed upon by top-level «dainistration and board members . 
Must oncioapa^sT^a) corsTully articulated orranizational aina and structural relationship? , 
(b) estixates of loth short end lon<^-term pftraonncl needa, (c) rcsuonsive evaluation pro- 
cedures, (d) defemsibla Sc^Iary policies and principlea# 

3« Pfirfornynfti> vv^lM?:^tio'i - thft ir.eaM by which data are generated which will enable top 
level adninislration and tho board of education to apply pre-deterrained compenaation criteria 
more equitably no that recommendations of salary amounts can be made with greater defrre^s of 
confidence. 

It is obvicu3« th&rofore, that salary deteraination, compi^naation criteria, and performance 
evaluation are interroleted parts of a total manc(?o?nent prccoaa. Evaluation, howevar, is fln<J 
should be conzjidcred a ry,rn-i^^ not and r-nd in itself. It rauat be interrelated as Dirf»r«ri I 
shows. If it c&n bo, it c^n be the vehicle by which top menagement can be batter enabled to 
make valid salary determinations. 
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